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INTRODUCTION 
ANOTHER LOOK AT INTERLANGUAGE TALK: 
TAKING TASK TO TASK* 
Patricia A. Duff 
It is the purpose of this p~per to examine the effect of task 
type on the input and interaction in nonnative speaker-nonnative 
speaker <NNS-NNS> dyads. The study which we report analyzes the 
speech generated by dyads of Japanese and Mandarin Chinese speakers 
enrolled in English as a second language <ESL> classes at the 
University of Hawaii at Manoa. Two types of pedagogic tasks, namely 
problem-solving tasks <PS> and debates <D>~ and two examples of 
each, are the focus of this study. 
There are many claims prevalent in the literature regarding 
the validity and effectiveness of certain tasks in second language 
classroom instruction and second language acquisition <SLA>. 
However, there have been few studies of an experimental nature which 
substantiate such claims. In this paper, therefore, we investigate 
the potentially differential role that types of tasks play in the 
SLA process. We empirically validate the notion that some task 
types are more conducive to SLA than others with data which clearly 
show qualitative and/or quantitative differences across tasks in the 
speech of the ESL subjects. 
In our analysis, the g~suiit~ of input is measured in terms of 
the number of words and communication units <c-units) produced. The 
gy~!it~ of input is measured by calculating the total values for the 
following features: turns, types of questions, and syntactic 
complexity <S-nodes>. Unfortunately, it is beyond the scope of this 
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study to analyze ~epetitions and ~efo~mulations, 
otherwise be useful measures of inte~action. 
which would 
The o~ganization of the pape~ is as follows. In the fi~st 
section, we review the literature ~elated to the topic of NNS-NNS 
interaction, paying parti cul a~ attention to the variable of t~§k and 
some of the p~oblems associated with ope~ationalizing types of 
tasks. Next, we provide the ~ationale for defining PS as 
"convergent" o~ shared-goal tasks, and D as "divergent,. or 
independent-goal tasks. This distinction is made on the basis of 
the interaction each type of task p~oduces, and the focus of one 
dyad membe~ ~elative to the othe~ in perfo~ming the task. 
In the second section, we outline ou~ study and present au~ 
general resea~ch question~ hypotheses, tasks, methods, measu~es, and 
analyses. This is followed by a discussion of the results, not 
only in te~ms of the o~iginal ~esea~ch question, but also in light 
of possible confounding variables. In conclusion, we offer some 
preliminary pedagogical and psycholinguistic implications and 
suggestions fo~ fu~the~ ~esearch. 
BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 
INTERLANGUAGE TALK 
The studie=- which have looked at "inte~language CIL) talk" have 
consistently shown that speech modifications found in the discou~se 
directed at NNSs by eithe~ native speakers CNSs> o~ by other NNSs 
are inst~umental in the SLA p~ocess for both pedagogical and 
psycholinguistic reasons <see Long and Porte~ 1985 fo~ a ~eview of 
this literatu~e). Furthermore, the ~esearch to date suggests that 
in small-group and pair work, the~e are more opportunities per 
learner for this kind of n e gotiation to take place than in teacher-
led discussion. Although it is still premature to make strong 
generalizations, because it also appears that pair work might be 
even more conducive to increased interaction than small group work 
Ccf. Doughty and Pica, n.d.>, we will limit the focus of our study 
to dyadic interaction only. 
TASK 
Along with the studies looking at group size and IL talk, 
researchers have also examined the degree to which t~~~ t~eg 
influences interac tional outcomes within groups. Examples of task 
types often referred to in the literature are as follows: one-way 
versus two-way tasks (Long 1981>; optional versus required exchange 
of information, information gap and decision-making tasks <Doughty 
and Pica n.d.>; problem-solving tasks <Porter 1983>, negotiation 
of meaning versus negotiation of output (Young 1984>, and other 
nominal categories <e.g., Butler-Wall 1993). While it is not 
possible to discuss and compare each of these classifications of 
task types here, they are relevant insofar as they have in part 
motivated our distinction of PS and D as convergent and divergent 
task types. 
Although the task-based research has been largely conducted in 
the interest of more effective second language instl~uction, from the 
point of view of teachers, there are three potential problems with 
the work that has been done. First, the tasks which have received 
the most attention tend to be "spot-the-difference" and 
11 odd man out" <Long 1981 > , 
<Doughty and Pica n.d.). 
and more recently, "plant the garden" 
On the one hand, the linguistic and 
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cognitive operations required of learners performing these tasks 
are basic to the education process, such that most children in first 
language classrooms perform similar operations. However, to develop 
the communicative competence of adult learners (often in higher 
edLtcat ion> , we propose that higher level linguistic, social, and 
cognitive operations be integrated into pedagogic tasks. For this 
reason, we include PS and D in this study, both of which can be 
easily adapted, in terms of content and 
intermediate and advanced classes (e.g., 
Purposes). 
processes 
in English 
involved, to 
for Specific 
The second problem with some of the tasks currently used is 
that they seem to require more teacher preparation and materials 
(e.g., felt boards, unmatching pictures, and classroom management 
necessary for 11 two-way" information exchange) than equally 
productive "teacherless tasks" such as PS and D might involve. 
Third, although many of these classifications have been 
operationalized experimentally, there is overlap between some of 
the categories. For e>:ample, the distinction between one-way/two-
way and optional/required seems to reflect the effect of group size 
on interaction, and not task type Q~C Eg; secondly, the proposed 
distinction between negotiated meaning and negotiated outcome does 
not involve mutually exclusive categories. 
In short, there is a narrow but productive vein of research 
looking at the role of task in SLA, but there exists outside of this 
realm a wider body of empirically unsupported literature promoting 
"task-based," "interactional," "communicative," "negotiative," and 
"learner-centered" instruction. In the research undertaken in the 
4 
present 
types 
study, we observe and quantify characteristics of two task 
in order to speak more confidently to issues related to the 
pedagogic and psycholinguistic suitability of certain tasks and the 
type of interaction which ESL teachers can expect from them. 
TASK TYPE AND THIS STUDY 
For the purpose of the present study, we selected two types of 
pedagogic tasks which are commonly prescribed for use in first 
language <Ll> and second language (L2) classrooms: PS and D <e.g., 
Christison and Bassano 1981, Ur 1981, Sadow 1982, Spaventa 1980, 
Rooks 1981, Alexander 1968, Pifer and Mutch 1977). 
In PS, pairs of learners are asked to solve a given problem 
together, that is, to agree on a justifiable solution to it. Because 
the shared goal of learners in PS is to reach a mutually 
acceptable solution, we charaoterize it as a 11 convergent task type," 
and predict a certain degree of recycling of language related to the 
problem in order to achieve this goal. PS tasks cover a very broad 
range of topics and operations, but fairly typical ESL examples 
include the theme of survival tactics <Task 1: "Desert Island, .. from 
Sadow 1982; see Appendix A>, and the ranking of individuals' moral 
fortitude <Task 2: 11 Sad Story, .. adapted from Spaventa 1980; Appendix 
A> . 
In D, the same pairs of learners are assigned different 
viewpoints on an issue, and they are asked to defend the given 
position and refute their partner~s with as many arguments as 
possible. Because this task has implicitly opposite or independent 
goals for each member, we characterize it as a 11 divergent task 
type ... Examples include discussions of the pros and cons of 
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television <Task 3: "Television''; Appendix A>, and the controversial 
relationship between age and wisdom <Task 4: "Age and Wisdom"; 
Appendi :·: A> . Both debate topics are adapted from Alexander (1968) 
and Pifer and Mutch (1977). 
The distinction between PS and D is shown below. 
************************************** 
INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
************************************** 
OUTLINE OF THE PRESENT STUDY 
PURPOSE 
Based on many of the trends established in the task literature 
<cf., Long and Porter 1985>, it is our primary purpose to answer the 
following research question: What are the qualitative and 
quantitative differences in the input and interaction which occur in 
PS and D (i.e., convergent and divergent> tasks? 
We expect that there will be some similarities between the two 
tas•~s, since both, we believe, require the two-way exchange of ideas 
and opinions. Thus, for either task type to be successfully 
completed 
interlocutors 
<problems solved or divergent views expressed> , 
must somehow acknowledge and/or incorporate the 
other's output in order to produce a coherent response. 
At the same time, however, we predict that problems to be 
solved together by pairs generate significantly more negotiation 
than D, simply because ~g!b parties in a convergent task have 
vested interest or responsibility in the ultimate decision or 
solution that is rendered. Consequently, PS and D systematically 
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produce distinctive patterns of IL interaction. 
To be more specific, our first five hypotheses below concern 
the .9!::!2D.SiSE!1i~~ differences between the two tasks types, and 
hypotheses 6-7 deal with 9b!s!itsti~~ differences. Hypothesis B does 
not compare task types, but rather, looks at the role of ~tb.IJ.i£it::t. 
on qualitative and quantitative measures across tasks. 
HYPOTHESES 
1. There is no significant difference across tasks of total 
number of words produced by pairs of subjects per task , or of 
the number of individual subjects' words. We propose the null 
hypothesis here because we have no reason to pr-edict 
differences in total language pr-oduction based on task type. 
..., 
..... There are mor-e total turns taken in PS than in D, and thus, 
more subject turns as well. This stems fr-om the notion that a 
convergent activity lends itself to frequent turn e xchange, in 
or-der that both parties can systematically monitor and 
negotiate the deci s ion-making process befor-e deriving a 
mutually acceptable solution. 
3 .. There are mor-e words per- tur-n in D than in PS. That is to say 
that D turns contain mor-e extended discourse than PS~ because 
it takes longer- for- a speaker in a typically divergent task to 
state an opinion and also pr-ovide suf ·ficient 
argumentation; each speaker is thus independently responsible 
for conveying a point of v iew that the partner is not e xpected 
to support. 
4. There are more c-units <Laban 1966) in PS than in D, both in 
terms of total v alues per task and each subject~s values. In 
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5. 
line with the predi c tion that more negotiation takes place in 
PS than D, this e::pects a general measLwe of amount of 
communication to favor PS over D. 
There are more words per c - unit in D than in PS. As it takes 
longer per turn to ma ke a point in D than in PS <hypothesis 3>, 
and due to the cooperative nature of interaction in convergent 
tasks, D c-units arc less condensed than those in PS. 
6. The syntactic complex ity <S-nodes per c - unit) of discourse in 
D is greater than that of PS, primarily due to the kind of 
verbal reasoning that occurs in D. 
7. The features listed below often associated with increased 
interaction occur with greater frequency in PS than in D: 
a. comprehension c hecks 
b. clarification requests 
c. confirmation checks 
d. collaborative checks 
e. referential questions 
f. expressive questions 
g. rhetorical questions 
h. total questions 
i. subject questions 
Most of the above features are defined and discussed in Long 
and Sate (1983). In this study, however, due to the number of 
requests for agreement or feedback, we have also added the 
category <d>, in which explicit feedback or agreement or 
disagreement is sought (e.g., "Agree?">. We predict that the 
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process of problem-solving in dyads encourages subjects to 
interact more with their partners to clarify opinions and 
ensure mutual understanding and cooperation. 
B. There is an effect for gtbo!s!t~ on the interaction within 
dyads. Based on ESL classroom experience, we predict that 
Chinese CCH> speakers produce more speech and more interaction 
than Japanese CJ>, both quantitatively Cas measured by number 
of words, turns, words per turn> and qualitatively (determined 
by the total number of questions soliciting responses). 
METHOD 
SUBJECTS 
The subjects in the study were four Mandarin CCH> speakers and 
four Japanese (J) speakers, all enrolled in ESL classes at the 
University of Hawaii at Manoa. Each subject was part of one CH/J 
dyad only; thus, there were four dyads total <see Figure 2, below). 
To reduce the number of sociolinguistic factors which might 
confound the discourse patterns within dyads, we controlled for the 
following variables as much as possible <summarized in Table 1>: 
e~gf!s!~DS~ !~~g!; <4> f~m!!!~~!i~ <all pairs were acquainted as ESL 
classmates>; <5> 9gg; <6> s!sa§ ai~oa!ng; and <7> g~nggc. 
FIGURE 2: DYADS 
1---------:---------------------: 
I GENDER CH/ J DYADS 
:-------------------------------: 
M/M 2 
F/F 2 
I 
I 
I 
I 
:---------: ---------------------: 
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PROCEDURE 
After subjects were matched for the variables mentioned above, 
they were asked to take part in discussions of four separate tasks: 
two PS and two D. A written set of instructions and tasks was given 
to each subject, as well as an oral e>:planat.ion of the procedure. 
Dyads were randomly assigned a sequence of the same four tasks 
in counterbalanced order, with two minutes reading time and eight 
minutes discussion time allocated for each task. Subjects were 
assured that they were not being tested; this was simply a chance 
for them to discuss some topics of potential interest with another 
student. Each dyad was audio- recorded in the researcher~s office, 
with the researcher out of the room. Of the total of recorded 
discourse, only the first five minutes of discussion for each tas~ 
was then transcribed and coded. 
MEASURES 
Measures included in this study have been reasonably well 
described and utilized elsewhere in the literature, with the 
possible exception of c-units. Therefore~ we will not list and 
define each selected measure here. 
appropriate references: i~CQa <e.g., 
Rather, we will cite the 
Allwright 1980, Sacks et al. 
1974, Goodwin 1981>; §=ogg~a <e.g., Brock 1985>, 
<i.e., a-g above; see Long and Sate 1983>; see also Duff 1985. 
With however, an operationalizable 
definition of a minimal unit of communication not based on syntax or 
phonology needed to be adapted from that used by Laban <1966) or 
Brock (1 985)' so that as much IL data and interaction as possible 
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could be included in our analysis. This entailed establishing a 
semantic base potentially more inferential than other units of 
analysis. Rather than just "an independent grammatical 
predication," a c --unit could be a word, phrase, or sentence that in 
some way contributed pragmatic or semantic meaning to a 
conversation. 
INTER-RATER RELIABILITY 
Due to time constraints, it was not possible to test for inter-
rater reliability on every measure; 
considered most highly inferential (i.e., 
however, those measures 
types of questions and c-
units> were tested with an independent rater. For all questions and 
for c-units, there was 90% agreement in coding, and for words per c-
unit, the level of agreement was above 95%. After inter-rater 
reliability was achieved, 
researcher only. 
all transcripts were coded by this 
ANALYSES 
To test hypotheses 1-7, we did a paired t-test <1-tail>, which 
compared dyads 1-4 for all measures for PS1 and PS2, together, 
against those for D1 and 02, together. Due to the number of tests 
we were making, we set our criterion level for significance at 
p < .. 005. 
In order to test the effects of a subject's ~!QOi£ii~ <whether 
CH or J> and the ethnicity of a subject's ioig~lQ£~~QC (same or 
different>, four additional dyads were included in the study (see 
Table 1>: two CHICH dyads (one M-M, one F-F) and two J/J dyads <one 
M-M 
' 
one F-F>. Therefore, in the analysis for hypothesis 8, the 
construction of dyads was as follows in Figure 3. 
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FIGURE 3: DYADS FOR HYPOTHESIS 9 
·----------l----------1-----------l-----------: 
CH/J CHICH J/J 
---------------------------------------------: 
M/M 2 1 1 
F/F 2 1 1 
---------- :----------·1-----------:-----------: 
Using the data from dyads 1- 8, we did an ANOVA to determine 
main ef f ects for the independent variables and 
as well as the two-way interaction of the same. For 
these tests only a subset of dependent measures was selected, namely 
words per task, questions <at turn boundaries soliciting responses>, 
turns, and words per turn. In int erpreting our ANOVA results~ we 
were l ess conservati ve than we were with the t-tests; our criterion 
level for significance was p < . 05. 
RESULTS 
The results of calculations and statistical analyses are found 
in Tables 3-11. We now report these results in terms of our eight 
hypotheses, and summarize them in Table 2 below. 
******************~'******************************* 
INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 
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HYPOTHESIS 1 
As predicted, there was no significant difference in the total 
number of words or subject words generated by PS and D, which 
means that in terms of the total volume of words produced by 
individual subjects or dyads, PS and D are comparable. As we see in 
Table 3, the values for the mean number of words for each task type 
are approximately: tg1~1 ~g~d§ PS 426/D 415; 
213/D 207. 
************************************* 
INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 
************************************* 
HYPOTHESIS 2 
From Table 3, we learn that PS generated a significantly 
greater number of total turns per task and individual subject turns 
<p < .001>; thus, our prediction is supported. The total number of 
words represented in hypothesis 1 were distributed over about twice 
as many turns in PS than in D. The means in Table 3 are 
approximately: 191~1 t~~D§ PS 47/D 23; a~eig£1 1Y~D§ PS 23/D 12. 
HYPOTHESIS 3 
The hypothesis that there would be more words per turn in D 
than in PS is also confirmed by our analyses (see Table 3). That 
is to say that while the total number of words is about the same 
for D and PS, because the number of turns taken is about half, each 
turn must contain about twice as many words as the turns in PS do. 
D turns, therefore, involve more extended discourse than PS; 
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the mean number of words per turn are approximately: D 17/PS 10. 
HYPOTHESIS 4 
The number of total c-units and subject c-unit~ per task type 
are, as we expected, greater in PS than in D. The difference in 
values is nearly double, and is highly significant <p < .001>. These 
results are also shown in Table 3. The mean values for c-units are 
43/D 27. 
HYPOTHESIS 5 
The hypothesis that there would be more words per c-unit in D 
than in PS <see Table 3) is supported <p < .001). In this case, D 
contain c-units which are almost twice as long as those in PS; 
i.e., approximately: ~g~~§LS=Yni1 D 7/PS 4. 
HYPOTHESIS 6 
With regard to the syntactic complexity of c-units, our 
hypothesis predicting more complicated discourse in D than in PS is 
borne out, as can be seen in Table 4. This significant difference 
(p < .001) is reflected in the means, which are approximately: §= 
D 1.3/PS 0.7. In short, D discourse is almost twice 
as syntactically complex as PS discourse. 
********************************* 
INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 
********************************* 
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HYPOTHESIS 7 
Our results for the categories of questions listed in 
hypothesis 7 and summarized in Table 2 are less supportive of our 
general prediction when considered item by item, as in Table 4. 
However, there are significant differences for the number of 
confirmation checks, referential questions, and the total number of 
subject questions generated <p < .005), favoring PS with about 
twice as many questions as D. 
To be more specific, our hypothesis regarding comprehension 
checks and clarification requests was DQ1 supported, as there was a 
general tendency for D to produce more of each than PS <though not 
significantly). A non-significant trend in the opposite direction, 
however, was that there were more collaboration checks, expressive 
and rhetorical questions, and total questions asked in PS than D. 
HYPOTHESIS 8 
This hypothesis predicted that regardless of task type, CH 
would dominate conversations with J, and would also produce greater 
values on selected measures in dyads with other CH. Due to the 
large amount of data generated by the eight dyads, we were able to 
test the hypothesis according to a subset of measures only: total 
words and subject words, total turns and subject turns, words per 
turn, and questions <here, those at a turn boundary directly 
soliciting a response). Another feature which was examined was 
turn-stealing (i.e., completing or usurping another 7 s turn when not 
encouraged to do so). 
The results, presented in Tables 5-11 and graphically displayed 
in Figures 4-9, indicate quite convincingly that there is an overall 
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main effect for ethnicity. We will fir~t present our findings for 
negotiation in the CH/J dyads <1-4> only. Then using the data from 
all eight dyads, we will be able to analyze the two-way interaction 
of g1bDi£i1~ <CH versus J> and io1gc!Q£Y19C (performance of ~ubject 
with interlocutor of same versus different ethnicity>. 
Indeed, in CH/J conversations <dyads 1-4), CH subjects 
dominated approximately 66% of the total number of words, compared 
to the J 33% <see Tables 5 - 7; Figure 4 - 5>, which is a highly 
significant difference (p < .001). Li kewi se, CH subjects took more 
turns than J <p < .01; see Tables 5, 9, 10; Figures 7-8>. Finally, 
in the CH/J conversations, CH stole (i.e., completed) a 
significantly greater number of J turns <p < .01) than the reverse 
<see Table 5>. 
************************* 
INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 
************************** 
In the two-way analysis of variance we found that both 
independent variables influenced outcomes on some dependent 
measures; however, g1bni£i~~ was, generally speaking, the more 
robust variable. The interaction of ~~boi~i£~ and iDi~~lQ~~!QC <see 
ANOVA Tables 6-11> are graphically displayed in Figures 4-9. 
In short, we can summarize the ANDVA results as follows. In 
terms of total words, are 
responsible for a significant amount of variation (p < .05). For 
this reason, we see that a CH subject interacting with another CH 
produces many more total words than other combinations of subjects 
(see Table 6; Figure 4>. On the measure of subject words, however, 
<see Tab 1 e 7; Figure 5> the main effect of ~!boi~ii:t accounts fo1'" 
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more of the variation (p < • 001) than the two-way 
• 05) • Thus CH 
produce more words than J, regardless of the cthnicity of their 
interlocutors. Similarly, accounts for most of the 
variation in questions asked Cp < .001>; in other words, CH ask 
more questions than J (see Table 8; Figure 6>. 
For total turns and subject turns, our hypothesis is again 
supported (see Tables 9-10; Figures 7-8). We find that there is a 
significant main effect for ~tbo!s!t~ on the values for these 
measures across tasks <p < .05 and p < .01, respectively>. In the 
former case, there is also a significant two-way interaction ef·fect 
(p < • 05) • CH tend to take more turns in conversations than J, 
I 
particularly when interacting with other CH. Words per turn, 
however <see Table 11; Figure 9) , do not show a main effect for 
either ~tuaisit~ or ia£~clgsytgc, although the interaction of the 
two variables yields highly significant results (p < .001). 
Lastly, we report that the main source of systematic 
variation in turn-stealing is ~£baisii~ <see Table 5). Thus, CH 
steal about three times as many turns as J, regardless of their 
interlocutor~s ethnicity (p < • 005). 
In summary, hypothesis 8 is strongly supported. 
CH contribute more words, questions, and turns than J do to the 
kinds of conversations generated by our four tasks; 
they steal more of their interlocutors• turns 
******************************** 
INSERT TABLES 6-11 ABOUT HERE 
******************************** 
furthermore, 
as well. 
DISCUSSION 
******************************** 
INSERT FIGURES 4-9 ABOUT HERE 
******************************** 
In discussing the results presented above~ we will focus on 
four important aspects of our analyses: (1) 
( 3) 
<e.g., 
ethnicity>. We will also illustrate some of our findings with 
excerpts from our data (see Appendix B>. The four discourse 
samples, which we have selected from the transcripts of dyad 1, 
exemplify the verbal interaction for each of the four tasks in the 
study. 
QUANTITATIVE DIFFERENCES 
The most obvious and significant quantitative differences 
between task types were the number of total turns and subject turns 
taken, and inversely, the number of words per turn. The 
established interactional patterns thus reveal that in PS, the 
rhythm of turn-taking is much faster than in D. By way of analogy, 
the exchange in PS is more like a tennis match than, say, a 
football game in which each side has more than one opportunity per 
turn to take the offensive and advance. 
This pattern is displayed in the discourse samples CAppendb: 
B>. In PS, for example, we observe shorter turns with more immediate 
feedbad~ about the ethel~ speaker's preceding utterance. In e·ffect, 
many of these turns contain nothing more than simple phrases. In 
the D excerpts, too, we have included instances in which the turn-
laking exchange is quite frequent (in fact, probably greater than 
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it is on average forD>, thereby showing the range o·f turn -
taking in D. On the other hand, extended discourse like that of the 
first half o·F the "television" te:·:t and the second h~lf of 
"age and wisdom'' (see Appendix B> is probably more representative of 
the bulk of discourse generated by D. Indeed, many D "turns" 
elsewhere in the transcripts lasted more than one page each, upon 
the completion of which they were often followed by a "Pardon?" or 
"I don't understand" from the overwhelmed partner. 
QUALITATIVE MEASURES 
In this section, we will discuss the syntactic complexity and 
other characteristics of PS and D discourse. As was seen in the 
results, there were more S-nodes per c-unit in D than in PS. This 
difference can be attributed to several factors. Since the topics 
in PS were "given" in the instructions, it was natural and and quite 
adequate for subjects to assert "new information'' in TOPIC-COMMENT 
constructions without syntacticized verbal elements <for a 
linguistic discussion of this phenomenon in CH and J discourse, see 
Rutherford 1983>. 
This occurred with predictable regularity in PSl, in 
particular, for which a list of objects was provided, and subjects 
were to choose a subset of objects that would be most useful to them 
on a desert island. in the discourse sample for PS1 
<see Appendix B>, we have the following phrases without S-nodes: 
"MATCH important " and 11 Battery no ne " __ , which reflect this 
Becaus e we do not have Ll baseline 
data for this task type, it is unclear to what extent this is a 
result uf Ll language typology, IL tal k , task {cf. , Butler-Wall 
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1983>, or a combination of factors . 
Conversely, in D it was often n~cessary for subje~ts to repeat 
or reformulate their own or t heir partner"s viewpo i nt for the 
pur pose of clarification or r ebuttal. As a 1-esul t, the c-units 
tended to be not only longer, 
syntact i c constructions as well. 
but complete with more complex 
Examples from the di s course samples for 01 and 02 (see Appendix 
B) are as follows (the symbol [_J signifies a short pause>: ~of 
course if you are a robber _ you can be skilful 
experience to rob or to s teal something'' (4 8-nodes>;, 
through your 
and "I think 
with the time passed and you can get some more information you can _ 
know something more understand something _ what " s good what"s not 
good'' <7 8-nodes). Obv i ous ly~ there i s a common problem of run-on 
sentences in D, which are, presumably, taxing on the listener"s 
short-term memory and psycholinguistic processing abilities. 
For the same reason mentioned above, that i s , that ther·e was 
seemingly more reformulation in D than in P8, it is regrettable that 
we could not quantify that feature in this study. One of the main 
pedagogic and psycholinguistic benefits of D may well be that it 
requires or stimulates a great deal of self- or other-paraphrasing 
(see e.g., Discourse Sample 3 in Appendi x B, where both CHand J 
attempt to restate their partner's opinion>. In this respect, there 
may be another important qualitative difference between the two task 
types which remains une::plored. 
Another intriguing feature of D discourse, in particula1-, 
concerns other-completions, in which both speakers contr ibute to a 
single proposition or utterance across two or more turns. 
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Unfortunately, we cannot document this phenomenon of conpcrative 
interactional behavior in greater detail here, although it is 
illustrated in Discourse Sample ~ .. ~·, e.g. ' J: "And i ·f you 1 i ve in 
USA-" I CH: ''-You just receive the USA" s ideas." 
With regard to the feature of questions, we found that there 
were more subject questions in PS than in D, the main contributing 
sub-categories being referential questions and confirmation checks. 
Indeed, in PS, there were many requests for definitions, e.g. ' 
"Battery What's this?'' CPS1, Appendix B>, which in most cases the 
interlocutor was able to satisfy; e.g., "Battery uh <2> causing uh-
produce uh electric energy no?". 
In D, however, we found that comprehension checks (e.g., "You 
know what I mean?"> and clar·ification requests Ce. g., "What do your 
meaning?") predominated; depending on the subject, rhetorical 
questions appeared as well <e.g., "Why he drinking? Because his 
w:lfe love another man"). Again, this reflects the nature of the 
task and the complexity of input from one speaker to another, which 
either caused speakers to ensure that listeners were following 
them, or listeners to express uncertainty when necessary. 
In D, contrary to what some might expect, most subjects did 
more than simply express the same opinion over and over again (cf., 
Higgs and Clifford 1982, who report this problem with D>. We found 
that there was negotiation of the meaning of D partners" views 
through questioning, paraphrasing, and commenting, and subjects 
generally constructed various arguments and examples in favor of 
their own view or in opposition to their opponent's. 
On the other hand, for psycholinguistic reasons grounded on the 
comprehensible input hypothesis (Krashen 1982>, it is apparent that 
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there are more opportunities in PS than in D for input to be either 
"predigested" for learners or at least made more eamily processible 
·for them. At this point, we cannot speculate on the value of a 
"comprehensible output" hypothesis and its possible bearing on 
our results (cf., Swain in press). Therefore, operating within the 
"comprehensible input" framework, 
reasons, PS tasks are on the whole 
we conclude that for qualitative 
more conducive to SLA than D. 
BETWEEN/WITHIN TASK TYPE VARIATION 
We have already documented some of the main differences between 
PS and D. Moreover, many of the differences established on the 
basis of four dyads also appear with consistency across all eight 
dyads eventually tested, although we coded for words, turns, and a 
general category of questions only for the latter four dyads. While 
differences between PS and D on the measures of total words and 
subject words increase slightly when values for four extra dyads are 
included in the analysis, this does not bear on our results, since 
the differences are not significant. 
Within-task type differences are rather interesting, although 
it is important to point out that there is a great deal of 
consistency in the values on all measures for PSl and PS2, on the 
one hand, and r.>t and 02, on the other. Nonetheless, differences 
which emerge within task types can be linked to several factors. 
First, the kind of verbal reasoning involved in individual 
tasks may vary. For e:-:ample, we could claim that in PS2 less 
information is given to the learners than in PSl; perhaps more 
importantly though, the line of reasoning necessary to argue that 
one character is more responsible than another for the unfortunate 
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chain oi events is quite advanced. That is, while in PSl a subject 
might say "You catch fish? You need gun right? You shoot fish 
right?'' (i.e., If you want to catch fish, you~ll need a gun to shoot 
them with>, in PS2 we have what might be consi de1~ed a mer ~~ 
elaborate argument: "If Jim not drink so much, he not get this 
accident, then he don~t get his leg cut off right?" <i.e., If Jim 
had not drun~ so much, he wouldn't have had this accident and he 
wouldn~t have needed to have his leg amputa ted>. 
Although both tasks require some suspension or abstraction from 
the "here and now," PS2 generates a slightly different kind of 
discourse, and this is reflected by greater syntactic complexity 
and length of turns, relative to PSl. 
For much the same reason, 02 seems to require a slightly more 
advanced level of verbal reasoning, due to the fact that a 
relationship or correlation between man's age and wisdom is being 
disputed, rather than the advantages and disadvantages of an 
activity (i.e., television viewing>. Again, both require a certain 
degree of abstraction and thus are also accompanied by many 
conditional constructions; in relative terms, however, 02 generates 
more syntactically complex discourse and longer turns than Dl as a 
result. 
The kind of within-task type differences discussed above are, 
of course, based on just two tasks per task type in this study. A 
more authoritative treatment of differences between- and within-task 
types would require a research design with more tasks of each type. 
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CONFOUNDING VARIABLES 
Although the primary focus of this paper is the effect of task 
type on interlanguage patterns, by controlling for certain other 
variables we were able to pinpoint some sources of variation which 
might otherwise have been obscured. Among those variables s i ngled 
out in our ANOVA for the eight dyads were ~~OUi£ii~ and 
int~C!Q£Ytgc, which have been reported above. A third variable, of 
lesser interest but which we were able to isolate as well, is that 
Below, we will discuss each of these potentiall y 
confounding variables in order. 
ETHNICITY AND INTERLOCUTOR 
CH, we found, are indeed "dynamic" subjects, and tend to 
participate much more actively in pedagogic tasks than J, even 
when global proficiency is comparable. Consequently, CH not only 
speak more in terms of words, they also take more frequent turns and 
a s k more questions to encourage their partners to participate in 
the discussion with them. Of course, due to the different 
sociolinguistic orientations of CH and J speakers, the CH 
interactional patterns may be considered "face threatening" <Brown 
and Levinson 1978) for J. Similarly, the rate of speech for the 
former group t~nds to be faster than for the latter (as measured by 
total number of words per minute) and the turn boundaries shorter 
(in seconds) , and this could also be a source of consternation for 
interlocutors from different backgrounds (cf., 
1983). 
Scallon and Scallon 
CH, however, maintain the same interactional tendencies with 
other CH, thus accentuating these cross-ethnic differences; 
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likewise, J 
speech output, 
with other J. 
maintain the same sort of reservations (in terms of 
turn taking, and question asking) when interacting 
Perhaps with some sociolinguistic intervention by a 
teacher <cf. Porter 1983>, it would be more beneficial 
reticent speakers, in particular, to pair up learners from different 
Lls in classrooms, and thereby provide opportunities for as much 
interaction and negotiation as possible. 
Varonis and Gass <n.d.) have also suggested that dyads be 
composed of subjects from different Lls, although for different 
reasons. They maintain that there is more interaction and thus a 
psycholinguistic advantage when learners are paired with other 
learners with less familiar IL accents. While this is most likely 
true, we were surprised to observe in our same-Ll dyads (5-8> that 
there was no oral recourse to the subjects' L1 while performing the 
assigned tasks. In both different-Ll and same-Ll dyads, however, 
learners occasionally jotted down Chinese characters for one another 
to avoid communication breakdown resulting from a lexical void. 
GENDER 
Varonis and Gass <1985) report on the variable of gender 
and its effect on subjects~ performance in dyadic conversations. 
While we purposely did not structure our dyads so as to match 
subjects of different genders, we were able to test the overall 
differences between male and female interaction patterns with an 
ANOVA. 
The results showed that there was no significant differe nce 
across genders on the measures tested. However, we found th a t fgmsl~ 
subjects tend to produce more total and subject words (481 and 241 
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for F; 427 and 214 forM>, more word s per turn (17 for F; 14 forM>, 
and steal more turns (1.9 for F; 1. 2 for M) • Conversely, 
asked a slightly greater numb~r of questions (5.7 fo r M; 5. 3 for F>, 
and took slightly more total turns and sub ject turns (36 and 18 for 
M; 35 and 17 for F>. 
In sum, males and females produced comparable results on most 
measures, and none were significantly d i fferent. Therefore, gender 
was apparently not a confounding variable with a significant main 
effect. 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The importance of this research is that it shows how 
pedagogic tasks of various types can be studied to determine their 
relative effectiveness in SLA. 
We chose two so-called "teacherless tasks," PS and D, which 
have pedagogic appeal because (1) they allow learners to work on 
their own <here, in pairs> and (2) they can be adapted to suit the 
particulars of learner interests and needs, especially at the 
intermediate and advanced levels. We t ype-cast PS and D as 
convergent and divergent tasks, and deri ved testable hypotheses 
based on the implicit interactional characteristics of the two. The 
rest.tl ts all ow L'S to make the fou r following general observati ens, 
which address issues ranging from task design to classroom 
management. 
1. The extended discourse <long turns) in D reduces opportunities 
for negot i ation of input, since turn boundaries arise less 
frequently than in PS; coupled with the greater syntactic complexity 
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of D, this reduces and constrains the amount of comprehensible input 
available for the purpose of SLA. 
2. In PS, due to the relatively greater frequency of questions 
asked, there is a constant source of clarification of meaning, 
whether syntactic, pragmatic, or semantic. This confirms the 
there are fewer questions asked usefulness of PS in SLA. In D, 
overall, and less importance paid to details; consequently, it would 
seem there are fewer opportunities for input that is originally 
incomprehensible to be rendered more comprehensible, which would 
theoretically facilitate the acquisition of new forms. 
3. The patterns of interaction which occur are, in part, a 
function of the ethnicity of speakers, such that speakers from 
different ethnolinguistic backgrounds may not share the same 
sociolinguistic rules for speaking (and Porter 1983 suggests they 
are not good sociolinguistic role models for each other, as a 
result>. Teachers should, therefore, identify the characteristics 
of ethnically-influenced patterns and be prepared to assist in the 
modification of inappropriate ones; moreover, they might group 
learners accordingly. 
4. A considerable amount of negotiation takes place within 
dyads, 
tasks. 
especially when performing Cinteractionally> convergent 
While a number of pedagogical implications could conceivably 
be drawn from the present study, we offer a last challenge to 
teachers and materials developers regarding the development of 
pedagogically and psycholinguistically sound tasks for classroom 
use. We contend that this educational principle is illustrated and 
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supported by PS tasks. 
Widdowson (1983> claims that what is probably most important in 
the second language classroom is that learners be given an 
opportunity to become ~~!!~~ l~s~Q~~§, that is, to develop their 
language learning "capacity" alongside with the development of other 
cognitive skills and processes. Thus, from this perspective, tasks 
not only need to generate appropriate liU9Yiati~ input and 
interaction between learners, they also need to stimulate the 
development of learners~ general £Q9Uiti~~ capacity 
same process. 
through the 
According to Widdowson, 
Education ••• seeks to provide for 
~C~s~i~it~ whereby what is learned is a 
set of schemata and procedures for 
adapting them to cope with problems 
which do not have a ready- made 
fOI'"ffiLil ai c sol uti on ••.. < 1983: 19) 
••• The ability to realize particular 
meanings [andl solve particular problems, by 
relating them to schematic formulae stored 
as knowledge, constitutes what I (calll 
capacity .•• CAndJ capacity ••• is the driving 
force behind both the acquisition and 
the use of language <1983:106>. 
In sum, this view favor s the development and use of creative 
PS tasks in L2 classrooms, as in L1 classrooms, because they require 
learners to make use of world knowledge and previous experience, 
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both linguistic and non-linguistic (cf. Collins and Steven~ 1982, 
Glaser 1984, Johnson-Laird and Wason 1977, Klahr 1976, May~r 1983). 
LIMITATIONS 
In the final two sections, we will outline the limitations of 
this study and make suggestions for further research in this area. 
The limitations were primarily due to time constraints, but must be 
noted as they may bear on the results presented above. 
First, levels of inter-rater reliability could not be 
established for all of the features coded in the data. There is, 
even with inter-rater reliability, the possibility of 
inconsistency, which in turn might bias the results one way or 
ano~her. 
Second, due to the low number of dyads in this study, there 
were low degrees of freedom in the statistical analyses, and 
possibly low generalizability. 
to form dyads, rather than 
Similarly, by matching our subjects 
assigning them randomly, the 
generalizability of our findings to other populations is also 
reduced. 
Third, the experimental context in which the tasks took place 
may have influenced the outcomes to some extent, and, moreover, may 
not represent what goes on in the classroom. Nonetheless, it 
appeared that subjects• conversations were quite spontaneous and 
unreserved, such that many dyads exceeded the time allotted for 
individual tasks. 
Lastly, it would seem to be an obvious limitation of this study 
not to have also examined other interactional features, such as 
self- and other-repetitions, reformulations, and other-completions. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
In this paper we set out to first motivate a new distinction 
between types of pedagogic tasks, and second, to colle>ct and 
quantify data to test our predictions about tho effect of ta$k type 
on the interactional patterns generated by one or the other type 
of task. 
To summarize our findings, we dif·ferentiated problem-solving 
tasks and debates according to the focus of the interaction and the 
direction or goal of the negotiation produced. We felt that both PS 
and D could be considered two-way tasks in the sense that in order 
to complete the task, there must be a two-way exchange of 
information <ideas, opinions> between subjects; this v~as also a 
requirement of the task. However, by characterizing them as 
"convergent •• and "divergent" tasks, r-espectively, we were able to 
predict differences between these task types, which were later 
supported in our analyses. 
As hypothesized, PS generated more turn-taking, more c-units, 
and more questions than D. Conversely, D produced longer turns, 
more syntactically 
extended discourse 
predicted. 
Ccf. , 
discourse, and more 
Brown and Yule 1983>, which was also 
Both tasks could be rightly considered "teacherless tasks,u a s 
they have been termed in some of the literature (e.g., Spaventa 
1980), because even without the intervention of a teacher, 
negotiation does indeed take place between learners. Both task 
types are accompanied by various clarification techniques, such as 
questions, repetitions, reformulations, and explanations of 
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different kinds. Furthermore, both seemed to generate the level of 
verbal and logical reasoning which we had hoped for. 
In spite of these shared features and functions, however, we 
observed in PS, more so than D, the kind of interaction associated 
up until now with the production of comprehensible input and, 
theoretically, the possibility for acquisition of new structures. 
These differences were in most cases highly significant, and confirm 
our notion that PS tasks are useful vehicles of instruction and 
language practice in second language classrooms. 
It is, however, beyond the scope of this study to decide which 
task type generates more linguistic structures at the appropriate 
level for SLA to occur. Moreover, we are not in a position to 
discredit the role of language production in the same SLA process. 
For this reason, it is perhaps wiser to suggest that PS and D are 
somehow complementary in pedagogic and psycholinguistic value, and 
therefore ~g~b have a role in 
Lastly, we found that 
second language instruction and SLA. 
ethnicity, and in some cases the 
interaction of ethnicity and interlocutor, was in part responsible 
for variation in our study; gender was not a significant main 
effect though. CH produced more words in performing the tasks and 
asked more questions than J. In both CHICH dyads and CH/J dyads 
there was a considerable amount of discussion; in J/J dyads, 
however, there seemed to be less interaction. In CH/J dyads, it 
appeared that J were somewhat frustrated by their interlocutors" 
discourse strategie~, and this indicates an area for the sensitive 
intervention of teachers. 
As a result of these findings, we encourage further research of 
the type undertaken here, but with a slightly broader focus. For 
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example, it would be interesting to look at the degree of recycling 
of topics and reformulations of utterances that accompany certai n 
task types, and also the hiUQ of syntactic structures that tash 
types generate in addition to a general measure of complexity. 
Furthermore, the minimal unit of analysis used (e.g., here, c-unit) 
needs to be further refined so that results can be compared across 
studies in the future. 
We 
control 
also 
for 
suggest that future research 
ethnicity as we did, 
examining tasks 
thereby yielding 
ethnolinguistically-determined patterns of interaction ·for other 
specific groups. Furthermore, we encourage teachers and researchers 
to continue to observe and quantify the differences within and 
across task types. In this way, we will eventually produce a 
clearer picture of the relative contributions of tasks and task 
types to linguistic and interactional behavior. This, in tur n, will 
ultimately facilitate curriculum and materials development, and 
provide a means by which to e valuate classroom instruction and task 
effectiveness. 
Lastly, there must be more experimental work done in the area 
of SLA to determine the degree to which a balance is needed between 
comprehensible input and comprehensible output (cf., Swain in 
press, Brown and Yule 1983). 
In short, researchers and teachers, like their students, have 
many more tasks ahead of them. 
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*I am grateful to the following people for their assistance 
in this project: Dr. Craig Chaudron, for his comments and help 
with statistical analyses; Dr. Michael Long, for discussions related 
to task types; Prof. Jason Alter, for kindly allowing me access to 
the students in his ESL classes; 
inter-rater reliability testing; 
Carla Deicke, for her patience in 
and Jan McCreary and Kathy Rulon 
for discussions concerning coding and analysis of the data. I am 
also indebted to Dr. Richard Day for his useful editorial ' comments 
and suggestions on earlier drafts of this paper. 
Needless to say, the above individuals do not necessarily share 
my views, and I alone am responsible for any remaining errors, 
oversights, · and faulty interpretations. 
This will appear in Talking to Learn: Conversation in Second 
Language Acquisition, Richard R. Day (editor), Newbury House 
Publishers, 1986. 
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TABLE 2: SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
HYPOTHESIS MEASURE PREDICTION 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
total/subj 
words 
total/subj 
turns 
words/turn 
total/subj 
c-units 
words/c- unit 
s - nodes/ 
c-unit 
Q!::Ui~ati.Qna: 
a. compr. check 
b. clarif. req. 
c. conf. ched~ 
d. call ab. check 
e. ref. Q 
f. e>:pr. Q 
g. rhet. Q 
h. total Q 
i. subj. Q 
a. total words 
b. subj. words 
c. questions 
d. total turns 
e. subj. turns 
f. subj. wrds/tn 
g. turns stolen 
* p < .05 
** p < .005 
**-IE· p < • 001 
PS=D 
PS>D 
D>PS 
PS>D 
D>PS 
D>PS 
PS>D 
CH>J 
CH>J 
CH>J 
CH>J 
CH>J 
CH>J 
CH>J 
3'5 
SUPPORTED? 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
NO 
YES 
NO 
YES 
NO 
NO 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
NO 
YES 
SIGNIFICANCE 
** 
*** 
------
------
** 
------
** 
------
------
** 
* 
*** 
*** 
* 
* 
------
* 
TABLE 3: PAIRED T-TESTS ( 1-TAIL> COMPARING PS AND D (4 DYADS> 
QUANTITATIVE DIFFERENCES 
MEASURE MEAN S.D. T r OF l SIGNIF. 
VALUE 
----------------------------------------:--------:----:---------
----------------:---------:-------------:--------:----: ---------
TOTAL WORDS 
PS 
D 
426.00 
414.75 
107.60 
98.21 
0.44 3 
----------------r---------:------------- --------- ----:---------
SUBJECT WORDS 
PS 
D 
213.00 
207.31 
89.95 
108.79 
0.34 7 
--------------·-- ---------:------------- -------- ---- ----------
TOTAL TURNS 
PS 
D 
46.88 
23.25 
7.94 
6.74 
14.43 
----------------:--------- ------------- --------
SUBJECT TURNS 
PS 
D 
23.25 
11.63 
4.51 
3.47 
15 . 17 
..,.. 
I ._, *** 
7 *** 
----------------:---------- -------------:--------.----:----------
WORDS/TURN 
PS 
D 
9.56 
17.34 
4.77 
8.47 
-3.64 7 ** 
---------------- ---------1-------------l-------- ----:----------
TOTAL C-UNITS 
PS 
D 
85.50 
53.25 
17.60 
18.36 
16.70 3 *** 
---------------- --------- -------------:--------:---- ----------
SUBJECT C-UNITS I 
PS 
D 
42.75 
26.63 
13.80 
12.56 
12. 14 7 
----------------:--------- -------------:--------1----
WORDS/C- UNIT 
*** 
PS 4.19 1.38 3.50 7 *** 
D 7.21 I 2.04 
----------------:---------~-------------:--------:---- ----------
·II-* p < • 005 
*IE-* p < .001 
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TABLE 4: PAIRED T-TEST (1-TAIL> COMPARING PS AND D (4 DYADS> 
MEASURE 
S-NODES/C-UNIT 
PS 
D 
CDMPR. CHECK 
PS 
0 
CLARIF. REQUEST 
PS 
D 
CONFIRM. CHECK 
PS 
0 
COLLABDR. CHECK 
PS 
D 
REFERENTIAL Q 
PS 
0 
EXPRESSIVE Q 
PS 
0 
RHETORICAL Q 
PS 
0 
TOTAL Q 
PS 
0 
SUBJECT Q 
PS 
0 
** p < .005 
*** p < .001 
QUALITATIVE DIFFERENCES 
MEAN 
0.72 
1. 26 
0.06 
0.56 
0.50 
0.63 
2.06 
1.06 
1. 63 
0.31 
5.38 
1. 38 
0.25 
o. 19 
0.44 
0.31 
19.38 
8.88 
9.69 
4.44 
S.D. 
0.28 
0.49 
0. 18 
1. 24 
0.54 
0.74 
1.55 
1.66 
2.42 
0.37 
2.81 
1.51 
0.38 
0.26 
1.05 
0.59 
5.14 
5.25 
4.64 
3.65 
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T 
VALUE 
-4.98 
-1.10 
-0.39 
3.53 
1.60 
3.63 
0.42 
0.27 
5.28 
4.49 
OF SIGNIF. 
7 *** 
7 
7 
7 ** 
7 
7 ** 
7 
7 
3 
7 ** 
TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF MEANS ON DEPENDENT MEASURES ACCORDING TO THE 
EFFECTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: 
s!~~!~!!Y AND !~!sBbQ~Y!QB <8 DYADS> 
INDEP. 
VARIABLES 
ETHNICITY 
CH 
J 
INTERLOCUTOR 
SAME 
DIFF. 
DEPENDENT MEASURES 
TOT. SUBJ. 
WORDS WORDS 
486.00 281.03 
423.19 173.78 
488.81 244.66 
420.38 210.16 
QUEST. TOT. 
TURNS 
7.31 40.28 
3.69 30.97 
5.75 36.19 
5.25 35.06 
38 
SUBJ. WORDS/ STOLEN 
TURNS TURN TURNS 
20.56 15.91 2.2 
14.97 14.78 0.8 
18.09 17.24 1.6 
17.44 13.45 1.4 
ANOVA TABLES 
ALL DEPENDENT MEASURES 
BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES s!tl~!~!IY AND !~!sBbQ~Y!QB 
(8 DYADS> 
TABLE 6: DEPENDENT MEASURE IQ!8b ~QBg§ 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNICITY 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 
s.s. 
63126.56 
74939.06 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 63126.56 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < • 05 
** p < • 01 
*** p < .001 
805723.25 
1006915.44 
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D. F. 
1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
M.S. 
63126.56 
74939.06 
63126.56 
13428.72 
15982.79 
F 
4.70 
5.58 
4.70 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
* 
* 
* 
TABLE 7: DEPENDENT MEASURE §Y~~~~! ~QB~§ 
----------------------------------------------·----------------------
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNICITY 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 
s.s. 
184041.00 
19044.00 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 30888.06 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < • 0 5 
** p < • 01 
*** p < .001 
438068.38 
672041.44 
D. F. 
1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
TABLE 8: DEPENDENT MEASURE QY~§!!Q~§ 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNIC lTV 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2- WAY INTERACTiuNS 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < • 05 
** p < • 01 
*** p < .001 
s.s. 
210.25 
4.00 
20.25 
1067.50 
1302.00 
40 
D. F. 
1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
M.S. F 
184041.00 23.21 
19044.00 2.61 
30888.06 4.23 
7301.14 
10667.32 
M.S. F 
210.25 11.82 
4.00 0.23 
20 . 25 1. 14 
17 . 79 
20.67 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
*** 
* 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
*** 
TABLE 9: DEPENDENT MEASURE IQieb IYB~§ 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNICITY 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < .05 
** p < • 01 
*-IH p < .001 
s.s. 
1387.56 
20.25 
1387.56 
14495.63 
17291.00 
D. F. 
1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
TABLE 10: DEPENDENT MEASURE §Y~~sg! !~B~§ 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNICITY 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2-WAY INTERACTIONS 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < 
II·* p <. 
*-IHI p < 
.(15 
.01 
.001 
s.s. 
500.64 
6.89 
221.27 
3698.69 
4427.48 
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1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
M.S. 
1387.56 
20.25 
1387.56 
241.59 
274.46 
M.S. 
500.64 
6.89 
221.27 
61.65 
70.28 
F 
5.74 
0.08 
5.74 
F 
8.12 
0.11 
3.59 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
* 
* 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
** 
** 
TABLE 11: DEPENDENT MEASURE ~QBQ§ esB !UB~ 
SOURCE OF VARIATION 
MAIN EFFECTS 
ETHNIC ITV 
INTERLOCUTOR 
2-WAV INTERACTIONS 
s.s. 
2036.27 
22990.14 
ETHNIC. INTERLOC. 127359.77 
RESIDUAL 
TOTAL 
* p < .05 
** p < .01 
*** p < .001 
542683.69 
695069.86 
42 
D. F. 
1 
1 
1 
60 
63 
M.S. 
2036.27 
22990.14 
F 
0.23 
2.54 
127359.77 5.62 
9044.73 
11032.86 
SIGNIF. 
OF F 
FIGiJR:E 1: CONVERGENT AND DIVERGENT TASKS 
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FIGURE 4: DEPENDENT MEASURE !Q!eb ~QB~§ 
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FIGURE 5: DEPENDENT MEASURE §Y~~sg! ~QB~§ 
300 -1 
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FIGURE 6: DEPENDENT MEASURE QY&§!!Q~§ 
questions 
7 -: ~~ 
6 - ~~ 
5 - ~ 1~1 --, 4 - !~! ' ~ 3 - I ~ ~ 2 - ~-: ~ 1 -, ~·: I II 0 _; _____ -~; ___ 
-------: -~ ---
CH J ethnic:ity 
FIGURE 7: DEPENDENT MEASURE !Q!Bb !YB~§ 
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~~~ Ira I 1:0.  I 
I I I ' 
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30 -
20 -
0 -
CH J ethnic:ity 
FIGURE 8: DEPENDENT MEASURE §U~~s~I IYB~§ 
subj. turns 
25 - : 
I 
I 
20 -: 
CH J 
FIGURE 9: DEPENDENT MEASURE ~QBQ§ fsB !YB~ 
25 -1 
wds. per trn. 
20 -t 
15 -
10 -
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........ -~ I 
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You and your partner will be asLed to take part in two 
"problem-solving" tasks and two "debates." For each of the four 
activities, you will need to work with your partner to agree on a 
solution to a problem, or to take a different point of view from 
your partner in debating a topic. 
Please discuss every topic as much as possible, as though you 
felt the topic was very important. This is not a test, though, so 
you can say whatever you like without worrying about being "graded." 
This is simply a chance for you to discuss a topic in English with 
another student like yourself . 
For each activity, you can read the page in your booklet for 
t~Q minutes before discussing it with your partner. Then you will 
have ~igut minutes to do the task. ~~~0 if ~g~ 02~~ ug~ iioiau~g 2~ 
tn~ ~og gf ~igu~ mioY~~~~ al~2~~ ~~ee 2og ~Ycu ie iu~ u~~i e2g~. 
Good luck and have fun! !020~ ~gy ~~C~ IDY£Q fg~ ~QYC U~lel 
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P S 1 
You are on a sinking ship. There are rubber boats available 
for your rescue. The boats can hold only a limited amount of 
supplies and people, though. You can see a small desert island in 
the distance. If your boat makes it there safely, you will need 
things to help you survive until you are rescued. 
Look at the list of items you have been given. You can take 
only tb~~~ items from ~s~h gcQYB· Together you must decide <and 
§!3QYE ! 
large flares 
matches 
flashlights 
oil lamps 
oil 
batteries 
can opener 
utensils 
§6Qb!E i 
salt 
flour 
sugar 
yeast 
dry milk 
water purification 
tablets 
§BQYE ~ 
pillows 
sleeping bags 
tent 
blankets 
sheets 
coats and jackets 
extra clothes 
§BQYE § 
bows and arrows 
set of knives 
gun 
bullets 
fishingpole 
small chairs 
dishes 
first-aid kit 
ropes 
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fresh water 
7-Up 
coffee 
canned juice 
beer 
tea 
whiskey 
frozen meat 
dried fruit 
fresh fruit 
dried vegetables 
fresh vegetables 
canned beans 
di'" Y soup 
PS2 
Jim~s wife had just walked out on him (she loves another man>. 
Jim rushed out of the home, pedalled unsteadily to the local bar, 
and started drinking. 
A couple of hours later, he staggered out of the bar and somehow got 
on his bike. 
He was wobbling from side to side down High Street when a car 
knocked him down, crushing his leg. 
The driver went straight on without slowing down at all. 
He was rushing his wife to the maternity hospital. 
When they finally got Jim to the hospital, he had to wait three 
hours in the emergency waiting room. 
The doctor who finally examined him amputated <cut off) the wrong 
leg. 
This doctor had been on duty for over 27 hours; he was a student 
doctor. 
There are five people in the story. Together with your 
partner, decide which of the people was !!!Q~i t,g !a.l~m~ for what 
.... 
happened, and then in order, from m2a:t to l.§sa1 responsible. Thus, 
you should rank each person in order, from most guilty to least 
guilty. Your decision will be used by insurance company people and 
by lawyers in settling this case. 
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,,. 
Dl 
Isbs~!§!Q~ <Point of view #1> 
You must defend the view that :i~l~~iaiQn b2a 2 i~cciel~ 
iofl~~n£~ go egge!g so~ a9£igi~ in ggog~sl~ ii i§ ~b~a sn ~~i! 
in~gnii9D·" Your opponent does not believe this. Think of all the 
eCQQ!§illa associated with TV viewing, and give examples which prove 
that YQY are right. You must not agree with the other person. Take 
a few minutes to gather your thoughts which support the point of 
view that TV is a very destructive thing. 
Whenever your opponent gives an e>:ample of something gggg about 
TV, try to think of reasons why it is at the same time a ~s~ 
influence, and mention alternative means of accomplishing the same 
things as TV provides. 
, 
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01 
!gbg~l§lQ~ <Point of view #2> 
You must defend the view that :t~!~~iaiQU ia ~b~ gc~2~~a~ 
in~~otian gf ell timg~: Your opponent thin ks that television is not 
useful, even worse, that it is an ~~i! and terribly destructive 
machine. 
Think of all the e~u~fita which people can gain from TV, and 
give e:-:ampl es which prove that YQY are right. "y'ou must not agree 
with the other person. Take a few minutes to gather your thoughts 
which support the point of view in favor of TV. 
Whenever your opponent gives an example of something e2Q about 
TV, try to think of reasons for explaining the same think in a way 
that puts the blame not on TV, but on people, society, and so on. 
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Qs~ers 
e§s 8~Q ~1§2Q~ <Point of view ~1) 
02 
You must defend the view that :Qlg~c 1~ ugt u~~~aa~ctl~ ~ia~Cl 
tn~t ia~ tn~c~ ia ag ~ic~~t c~!~ti9uanie ~~t~~~u ng~ gl~ aQm~gn~ i~ 
!m! QQ~ ~ia~ QC ini~l!.ig~u£ o~La!:l~ ia·" You J~now that this e:<cuse 
in often used for forcing youths to obey their parents (even though 
the children know what is better for themselves> and for forcing 
young employees to hold lower positions in companies than older (but 
less intelligent) employees. Your partner thinks that an older 
person has "the voice of experience." Well, 
nowadays~ 
that just isn't enough 
Think of all the things that young people can teach their 
elders~ Think of the benefits that the younger generation has 
compared with previous generations; technology, education, 
travel ••• Give examples that show that YQY are right. You must not 
agree with your opponent. 
thoughts on this subject. 
Take a few minutes to gather your 
Whenever your opponent gives an example of the 
<mental, spiritLial> that come with age, remind him/her 
tremendous weaknesses that also come. 
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strengths 
of the 
02 
a§s 8~~ ~!§~Q~ <Point of view #2) 
You must defend the view that :~~tn ~g~ £Qffi~a ~~§gQm~ tn~t ~2~ 
to~ Qlg~c s ~~CaQU 1a~ io~ ~1a~C QC IDQC~ ~Ui~ll1S~Ui h~LaO~ ~a~" 
Your opponent thinks that your idea is old- fashioned and untrue. 
Your partner doesn not see any relationship between age and wisdom. 
Think of all the things that young people can learn from their 
elders. Isn~t this why children should obey their parents; because 
••parents know best"? Think of the benefits that older people have 
in terms of the amount of experience they have already gained in 
life. Give a few examples that show that YQY are right. You must 
not agree with your opponent. 
thoughts on this subject. 
Take a few minutes to gather your 
Whenever your opponent gives an example of the weaknesses that 
come with age, remind him/her that the weakness is only physical, 
not mental or spiritual. 
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DISCOURSE SAMPLE #1 
TASK: PS1 "DESERT ISLAND" 
CH: What-what? This one? 
Flare (2) Do you think 
it's important? 
CH: I don"t think so 
CH: Match? Will you can know 
the time? (laugh) Oh 
match yeah 
CH: Match? Yeah, yeah, yeah 
CH: Bat-bat-battery What's 
this? 
CH: Oh oh yeah I see 
CH: Elec-electro-electricity 
J: Flare is used to _ signal 
J: Mmmm 
J: MATCH important 
J: Match 
J: Battery no Q~? 
J: Battery uh <2> causing uh-
produce uh electric energy 
no? 
J: Battery 
You can in the car battery 
CH: So should-flashlight _ 
Flashlight do you think it"s 
important~ Because maybe you 
should uh ask some ship to 
help 
CH: But-but-but I think you 
can burn a fire It's the 
same function 
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J: Yeah uh large flare 
f 1 ashli ght 
DISCOURSE SAMPLE #2 
TASK: PS2 "SAD STORY" 
CH: Divorce? With J i m's-
x:·:-Jim' s wife will divorce 
with him? Wha-what-what 
your meaning? 
CH: Yeah 
-
he1~ boyfriend 
CH: Yeah 
CH: Yeah 
CH: You-you-you think uh he 
a bad man? 
CH: No not bad man? 
CH: But wh-wh-wha- who is the 
most should be blamed 
person inside it? 
CH: Jim? Jim is a 
victim I thin~~ 
victi-
CH: I think his wife and 
her wife's boyfriend _ I 
think _ because _ they 
caused this serious 
r·esul t 
do 
is 
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J: But-but 1-1 feel Jim and 
Jim wife <2> yeah (3) will 
be-will divorce even 
without him 
J: 
J: 
Oh <2> uh <2> what I mean 
uh even if her boyfriend-
-Her boyfriend isn't <2> 
is NOT-
J: -Jim and Jim wife <3> 
Jim-uh-the relationship 
between Jim and Jim wife-
J: -Is not goo-will be bad 
J: No no no 
J: Yeah 
J: Jim and Jim wife 
J: Yeah 
DISCOURSE SAMPLE #3 
TASK: 01 "TELEVISION" 
CH: OK I think TV is good because 
it'sa _ you see _ you can let 
people know _ more things 
about the world This is very 
useful very helpful people 
So they can just sit at home 
and know everything _ happened 
in their state in thei r country _ 
even in the world _ SPACE! 
What do you think of? 
CH: Uhhuh 
CH : But your meaning i s _ mm 
the program on TV _~s alot 
of -
CH: -Can get some more 
information fr-om the TV 
CH: Yeah 
CH~ Balance? 
CH: Unbalanced? For what? 
CH: Yeah 
CH: Oh I see uh 
CH: YtJLI j ucr.t t •~c.:ei vr~ the 
USA~s ideas 
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J: Ah (3) it seems like ah 
your opinion seems right 
but ah (2) the information 
from TV is sometimes urn 
very C3> mm C5) not always 
right uh 
J: One event can can be seen 
from alot of point of view 
So (5) uh we sometimes 
believe TV's scene is 
right b u t that is one of 
the _ one of the (2) r eality 
J: - No no no no About uh 
J: 
J: 
J: 
J: 
J: 
I am s peaking about your 
opinion You can- you say 
you c:an _ 
All of the world 
But um (3) but <4> mass 
media is not always (2) 
uh (4) 
Urn sometimes unbalanced 
I-if one uh about one-
-Event USA _ TV program 
and Soviet Union TV 
Soviet .. TV program s-uh 
<2> said different way 
J: And if you live in USA 
DISCOURSE SAMPLE *4 
TASK: D2 "AGE AND WISDOM" 
CH: Inf 1 Ltence? 
CH: More? 
CH: Oh (2) I dan~t know what 
do you meaning 
CH: M-A-L? Cloaks in 
dictionary) •••• Oh I 
see _ mal oh MAL influence 
Your meaning isa 
CH: Yeah 
CH: -Can get some useful idea 
but other can get some bad 
idea from that 
CH: Do you think so? 
CH: Mmm but this not I 
don't think this is-will 
affect the decision of the-
oh yeah you think like this 
but this depends I think <2> 
J: •.. Bad bad influence (3) 
• •• Experience sometimes 
uh worked for people-
for people as a MAL 
influence 
J: Yeah mal 
J: Bad-bad influence mal 
influence 
J: Mal means bad 
J: Even if the same 
experience-
J: -One person uh-
J: Yeah 
J: Yeah I think so 
Of course everyone will-not 
everyone is the same _ so some 
of them are good _ and some 
of them are bad (2) But you 
see I think the world is 
developing _ so everyone will 
improve no matter how improve 
he will _ and <2> of course if 
you are a robber _ you can be 
skilful through your experience 
to rob or to steal something 
But this is not necessary I 
think <2> I think with the 
time passed and you can get some 
more information you can _ know 
something more understand 
something _ what's good what's 
not good 
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